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Ieforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

W••hlngton, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

)
)
) CC Docket No. 96-98
)
)

INT&RMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
EX PARTE STATEMENT CONCERNING INTERCONNECTION AT

LEC NETWORK INTERCONNECTION DEVICES AND OTHER POINTS

Pursuant to a request by Commission Staff, Intermedia Communications

Inc. ("ICI") by its undersigned counsel, submits this written ex parte statement to

address arguments made by MCI Communications Corporation ("MCI") and Ameritech

in ex parte statements filed with the Commission on July 12, 1996 and July 15, 1996,

respectively. This statement is submitted for the limited purpose of supporting the

mandatory unbundling of incumbent local exchange carrier ("ILEe") network loop

elements at all technically feasible points of aggregation and cross-connection,

pursuant to § 251 (c)(3) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("1996 Act").

I. ICI AGREES WITH Mel THAT THE LOCAL LOOP MUST BE UNBUNDLED AT
THE NETWORK INTERFACE DEVICE, AS WELL AS OTHER POINTS

ICI fully endorses MCl's position, and concurs that the Network Interface

Device is a segregable network element that is important to competitors, and that it is

technically feasible for ILECs to offer interconnection at the NID as an unbundled

network element. ICI also posits that the Ameritech response in fact demonstrates that
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such interconnection at the NIO is technically feasible, and effectively concedes that

NIO unbundling is mandated by the 1996 Act.

While both MCI and Ameritech have performed a considerable public

service in providing significant technical detail concerning the type of NIO

interconnection that MCI has requested, ICI is concerned that the Commission adopt a

broader and more inclusive set of interconnection requirements that are not bound by a

static view of technology·· and certainly are not restricted to the few particular pieces of

equipment that MCI and Amemech have identified for a very limited interconnection

scenario. Rather, ICI urges the Commission to give effect to the clear meaning of the

, 996 Act, which requires loop unbundling and interconnection in a dynamic

environment in which both ILECs and CLECs are free to configure their networks

optimally using innovative technology as it becomes available.

ICI agrees with Ameritech that the "NIO" should be considered as a

generic point of interconnection, and should not be considered to represent a single

technology or piece of equipment.1 Indeed, while the NID interconnection application

posited by MCI involves a non-intetligent or passive device,2 other types of equipment

could easily serve a similar function. For example, it is not uncommon now for ILECs to

deploy fiber optic cable feeds off their SONET networks to large customer locations. In

this case, an optical terminating line multiplexer or other type of terminating equipment

may be deployed in the basement of a multitenant building to act as a uNIO" that

1 Amemech ex parte at 1.

2 MCI ex parte at 1.
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terminates ILEC network plant on the trunk side and provides access to the customers

inside wire on the line side.

Similarty, in a multitenant building, if the NID is not located outside the

building housing the customer, but instead is located near the customers premises

within the bUilding, the Act requires the ILEC to unbundle the lateral and riser cable, as

well as any concentration or cross-connection equipment located within the building.

Such unbundling is discussed in additional detail below.

Moreover, while both MCI and Amemech discussed only NID

arrangements in a multitenant building scenario, interconnection with similar access

devices is also necessary in multistructure environments, such as college campuses

and industrial parks. In this type of arrangement, the ILEC network may terminate in a

digital loop carrier arrangement, which will act as the NIO to the customer-owned

network serving the various buildings in the campus or park. In another configuration,

the ILEC loop network may not end at the loop carrier, but may continue down the

distribution cable to bring service to individual buildings within the campus or park. In

that case, competitive carriers may wish to interconnect either at the loop carrier, or at

the NIDs located at individual buildings on the campus. These variations will provide

both ILECs and competitive carriers options to configure their networks optimally. They

also will give rise to a variety of technically feasible interconnection points along the

ILEe loop.

In short, depending on the equipment used and the configuration of the

ILEC and CLEC networks, the type of interconnection that is technically feasible within

the meaning of § 251 (c)(3) of the 1996 Act will change considerably, and the
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Commission's interconnection rules must be sufficiently broad to accommodate a

variety of appropriate interconnection arrangements. ICI reiterates that the Commission

should mandate that ILECs are required to offer as unbundled network elements all

points of cross-connection and concentration along their local loops.

II. ILECS MUST UNBUNDLE LATERAL, RISER AND DISTRIBUTION CABLE AND
CONDUIT WITHIN THEIR CONTROL

ICI urges the Commission to look beyond the scenarios discussed in the

MCI and Amemech pleadings to consider other loop unbundling and interconnection

arrangements that are equally important to the development of competitive local

services markets. In particular, the Mel and Ameritech filings discuss interconnection

scenarios in which the point of demarcation between the ILEC's network and the

building-owners' inside wire is located outside the bUilding, or in a "telco room" just

inside the building. While such a configuration is common, it is by no means universal

-- and the unbundling and interconnection requirements of the 1996 Act demand that

other configurations be addressed as well.

Indeed, whether by state pUblic service commission regulation or industry

practice, ILECs often own and control the riser, lateral, feeder and distribution conduit

and cable that brings service to individual tenant locations. In multitenant buildings it is

not uncommon for the ILEC to own and control the riser and lateral conduit that brings

service up to individual tenant premises within the building. For example, the Florida

Public Service Commission defines the demarcation point between the LEC network
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and inside wire as: "[In a] single line/multi customer building· within the customers

premises at a point easily accessed by the customer."3

Moreover, in states where the building owner has the right to determine

the point of demarcation, several cases make clear that standard industry practice often

results in the ILEC establishing demarcation points at individual tenant locations. For

example, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission in 1993 approved a

settlement agreement involving US West and several property owners that established

terms for "intra·building network cable." The provisions of that agreement state:

Intra·Premise Network Cable and Wire (IPNCAW) is the portion of
the exchange access line circuit that commences at the Minimum
Point of Entry (MPOE) up to and including the Standard Network
Interface (NSI). It includes wiring enclosures, house and riser cable,
the protector, 66 blocks, etc.

* * *
In multi-tenant builcHngs (those housing multiple customers of record
for USWC services), thislPNCAW extends from the MPOE to the
Demarcation Point de8igned by the building or property owne" but in
no case shall the IPNCAW extend beyond 1'Z' or as close as is
technically feasible within each customer's (tenant's) occupied
space/unit.

* * ..
Where intrapremiM network cabfe and wire currently exist Building
owners can relocate the Demarcation Point ... toward the MPOE
from its present location at any time.

* .. *
Current b~itding ownens may relocate the Demarcation Point from
the MPOE further within the premisee, thereby extending regulated
Company facilltiM (IPNCAW) further within the premises.4

3 Florida Pubftc 8ervice Commission, Proposed Amendments of Rules 25-4.003 8t
cet., Docket No. 951283-Tl, Order No. PSC-96-025Q-FOF·Tl (Feb. 21,1996), at
35.

4 Washington Util". and Transportation Commission, Complainant v. U S West
Communications, Respondent, Docket No. UT·920474 (Apr. 30,1993), at 20-22.
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A review of cases in other jUrisdictions further illustrates that it has been a common

industry practice for LECs to establish demarcation points at multiple tenant locations

within multitenant buildings. 5

Notably, in New York, NYNEX published a tariffed rate element called an

"intrabuilding channel termination." This rate element represents an offering of riser

and lateral conduit and cable on an unbundled basis, and illustrates that such subloop

unbundling is technically feasible and entirely practicable. ICI attaches a copy of the

tariffed intrabuilding channel termination offering as Appendix A.6

This precedent is not limited to state decisions, but is also reflected in the

Commission's own inside wire rules and the rules of state commissions that have

adopted the federal standard. The Commission's currently effective inside wire rules

specifically accommodate industry practices that place multiple demarcation points at

5 See, e.g., Pubtic Utility Commission of Texas, Complaint of GE Capital Rescom
and MultitechnolofY~, L.P., Again« GTE Southw..t Incorporated for
Refusal to RMJcaItI N«work Demarcation Points, Docket No. 14147 (Aug. 9,
1995) (GTE had inatalled multiple demarcation points throughout apartment
building, which ultlmatety were moved to the MPOE); Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commilaion, E1IMbeIIt Ellenbogen v. Bell Attantic-Pennsylvania, Inc.,. C­
00945761 (Nov. 9, 1984) (BeU Attantic had estabtished demarcation points on
each ftoor of an apartment building, which later were moved to MPOE).

6 ICI not.. that NYNEX's intrabuilding channel termination is referenced for the
purpose of demonstrating that there are no technical or operational factors that
militate against this fann of subloop unbundling for conduit and cable within a
multitenant building. Reference to the tariffed offering should not be construed
as an endorsement of the rates established by NYNEX for the service _. ICI has
not reviewed any cost support associated with the service, and takes no position
on the reasonableness ve' non of the tariffed rates.
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locations near -- and up to 12 inches inside -- individual tenant premises within

multitenant buildings.7 This practice is followed by the Public Utilities Commission of

Ohio ("PUCOj, which cites the Commission's policies with approval.8

In all of these cases, the ILEC local loop plant extends to the customer

premises within a multitenant building, or to individual buildings within a campus or park

setting. Points of aggregation or cross-connection in these configurations are

segregable network elements which must be made available to competitive carriers on

an unbundled basis.

III. CONCLUSION

ICI respectfully requests that the Commission adopt network unbundling

and interconnection rules in conformance with the discussion contained herein.

Counsel for

INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC.

7 47 C.F.R. §§ 68.3(b)(1)-(2).

8 Public Utilities Commiaaion of Ohio, The Commission's Investigation into the
Detarifflng of the lnatallation and Maintenance of Simple and Complex Inside
Wire, Case No. a8-927-TP-eOI (Nov. 23,1994), at 21.
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ATTACHMENT A

NYNEX'S TARIFFED INTRA BUILDING CHANNEL TERMINATION SERVICE
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HI. York Ttllphon. COIIan1

P.S.c. No. 900--TtltOhonl .

Stction 7
6th R.vt,.d Pa9' 20

SUPlrs.dln, 5t~ R.vised Pige ZO

MILEAGE

2· NIYbM CI bIBS .TWI. LQCATIO!S <cont'd)

1·· Ott,,,, t'O!! ot t!t ,•• Cgsoft,ftU

JJU~.w.J."~_'II: D!ftottS tM chir.. IIsoc1lt.d with, ,row chlftfttJs ••twtt" d'tt.r,nt floors 'n th,
S... tu'td'ftt. ~ ....reatfon ,oInt on tach floor.wtl1 bt 10Clt.d
not ..,1 than 10 'lit wlth'n the custe-er'S pr..'s,s.

~ItUll~.~~,: 01_.._ Cft. cttar,. assocfatld wit" that
Sf a... c 'Itlnds froa tit. t"tlrfac. po' nt on th,
s~bser'blr's pr..1'IS to the ~J c,ntrat O"'CI.

tssulO July 17. ,,.1 (f'lettv. October 6. 1989
I, COrftelta McDlut&1c•• Glft.raJ Attorn.,

1095 AWlftU. of tftl Aler'c.,. Ntw YOrk. N.Y. 10031

(Cl
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Hew York T.l.phon. eo.plny

P.$.C. No. 900--Ttlephon.

Sectton 7
24th R.vistd Page 22

Superseding 20th and 22nd Revistd Pag.s 22
(23rd Revised Pagt 22 Pending)

MILEAGE

Q. MILEAGI 011 LINIS I[DlEN LOCATIONS (Cont'(t)

1· Rlttl 1M Qlta' fQr "nil;' CoIpgn,nts

Th. appltcat1Qn of th.s, rates is shown in D.4. fQllowing fQr oth.r
than 'nterc.pt l\n.s.

a. Continuous Proptrty Loop
Plr Z-Ht r. Loop
Ptr 4-W1rt LQQp

Block Loop··
Plr 2-Wtrt Loop
Per 4-Ht rl LQop

C.ntral Offtc. Loop·· I
Ptr 2-Ht rt L.oop
Ptr 4-Ntr. Loop

Intrabui1dinf Channtl Charg•• )
Plr 2-Htr. Tlnlinltton )
Plr 4-Wtr. Tlr.'nat'on )

Installattons Charg.. )
P.r T'nlination )

$1 ii:T1'llJ&ttbu ~

Stl Rat. Schedule Ittached
for clt.S Ind charg.s
currently 1n .ff.ct.

$21.77 $27.73 BKP2X (n
43.54 55.46 BKP4X (T)

21.53 21.53 CON2X
40.61 40.61 CON4X

Monthly BIt!

St. Batt Sch.dult attaeh.d
for rat.s lnd charg.s
curr.ntly 1n .'f,ct.

(5•• Pari ••• Following)
NRClF

• Th. signal .r... rat. appl1,s only to s1gnal grad. l1nlS IS dtfined 1n
Section 1. of this Tlrt".

•• In Idd1tfoe. '.atur. functton rlt. II..-nts (Plrl. 0.3.t.) Ipp1y to all
"oth.r th... s,....., gnd,- Central Of',c. and Slack Loops.

, Whln connlCted to I. int.rconntetor's IUlt;p1 •• tng nod. undtr Slct10n 12. a (C>
Universal S.rvtCt El .....t Charge Ind a Slrvtct Acc.ss Chargt will apply (C>
as sp,c"'td in S.ction 12. Paragraph I.2.:c).

Effectiv.. •. under authority of the Public Strv1et Ce-hsion.
Stat. of N.v York. Sp.cial Permission Ord.r No T'· . dlted
Issued December 26. 199t. Efftetiv. Janulry 31, 1992.

By Corn,lil McDougald, General Attorn,y
1095 Avtnu. of the Americas. Ntw York, N.Y. 10036



MI. York T.llphon. eo.pany

P.S.C. No. 900--T.llphone

Stetton 7
4th Alv's.d Page 24

Sup.rs.dtng 3rd Rlvts.d Pigi 24

MILEAG£

. Q. MIWGE Off LINES 11001 LOCATIONS <Cont'd)

!. LtD'! (othlr tb18 Int.rc'Dt> Btt.,." TWO Points

Intrabu11dtD9
CbanDt) CharM'

M"I',I eo.,on.nts

a.twlta Potnts tn thl S...
Bu"d'n,. bltvttn d'fflrlnt
floors

Exttnsions on Indtvidual
and Ctntr•• l'nlS

C.ntral
Off'c.

LoopS

o
Ir'd,.. Statton l'nl'
on I~'Y'dual. PIX
and C.ntr•• stat'on lfn.s

T'I L'nts ..tweln Ctntr••
Slrvtel'
Btt..a CTX Ind PIX
altwltn PIX S.rY'cls

All oth.r Ltn,s Ind
Chaftlils. 'nelud'ng
Acel.. Channels

Plr T.rtltnatton

1

o
o
z

o

o
1
o

o

MOTE: A. Intr.-.tld'nt Cblftnels wt'l be prow'''' only whir•••tsttn, splrl
ca..ctt, .ltsts. Tbt cc.,u, 'It " not undlrtak. to construct nl.
factlft'.s for the prowtston of Chlftnl) slrytCI whOlly w'th'n I s1ngl.
buIld'",.

ISSUld Nov•.otr 15. 1991. Efflct'v. January 3\, 1992.
8, Cornt"a McDougald. Gln,ral AttornlY

1095 Avtnue of tht Amlrtcas. NI. York. N.Y. 10036
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Ntw York Ttlephon. eo.,any

P.S.C. NO. 900--Ttl.phon.

S.ct10n 7
4th Revls.d PI" 68

Supersedtng 1st Ind 3rd Rlvis,d '.g.s 68
(2nd R,v'sed Pag, 68 Caneilled)

MILEAGE

(0F. fLEXIBLE PRICING

Only the follow'ng .'1Ia9' slrv'els art 'nelud.d:

Compon.nts: La Guard'a Airport ltn.s
Continuous Prop.rty Loop Horld Tradl Clntlr LtnlS

(C) <C>
IntTlbutldtna Chlnntl Charf! (C)

1. Mtleag. I.rvtc. rat.s may bl reduced silecttvily and tn varytn,
lMOUnts. so long as ratls cov.r th,'r r,llvant 'ncrt..ntal costs.

4.

3.

2. "'1'1'1 s,rvlc. rat.s ..y be 'ncrlls.d s,leet,y,ly InO 'n vlry'ng
aMOUnts not to Ixe••' 25 perc.nt per y.ar. r'Clltlgp. 'ntTa,u'I"nq
~IDII char" rat"JIIl be 'ncrll.'d s.ltetlv.ly and 'n vary'n,
.-ounts net fI iie... p.rc.nt Plr Yla,.

Th. CQlPlny rts,rv.s the r"ht to chin,. the ratl' as dlscr'btd 1n 1.
and 2. pr.e"'"' at Iny S,.. upon 10 dlYs nott,e to th, Publ'c S.rv'c,
c~tsston by prov'd'ng I rlvtstd Ratt 5ch"'1, Ind appropr'att cost
support. Tb.Ltatll f,£ thIs "nlc. At, '!MW 1n tbt Rlt. Schedyl,
appended Is'a,. 3 o'~. Attlchllnt to thIs Slctton 7.

Changls In .t'.a,. s.rv'c. rat,s wIll bl ,".ctlv, cotnctdtnt wtth the
subscrib.,'s btll date followtng thl tfflctivi dati of the chang•.

S. A ratt wtll not b. chantld unllss ,t has b.ln tn Ifftct for It lelst
30 days.

i!>
I

<C)
I

<e)
<C)

6. Approprtltl custOier nottflclt1on of mtll191 'Irvtc, ratl chant's will
b...de.

7. M'llage slrvlc, rat.s ..y be ehantld in accordanci wtth the provts'ons
of 1. t",~ 6. pr,c.d'n, In thl N.. York Metropolitan LATA. <C)

(0)

ef'lct'vI, • under author,ty of th.Publt, Servtci Ce-at,ston.
Statio' New York. S..c'al Per.tlsion Order No. r&r . dlted .
Issutd DtcIMblr Z6. 1991. E'flcttvi January 31. 1992.

8y Corn.I'a McDougald. Glnlrll Attornly
1095 AvenUl of tht Alllr teas. Ntw York.. M. Y.. t 0036



Attachllftt to Ta,tff
P.S.C. 110. 900 - T.l.....

S.ct1on 1
3rd Revts.d Pal' 2

BAD "PP1lt;

...... 'Ql MIllO UTA

M11....
(Ratt••ffecttvt January 10. 1992)

en

CPl2X
CPl4X

S 3.1'
7.70

••1y I.",

$ 3.1.
1.10

O'tMrThu
$',",1 Gra4I* $'...1 Gr.d. ~

M1,.... Ca.,Dftlfttl

COIItt.... ,"-rty L.,
Per Z-Mtrt~
Ptr 4-Mtrt ...

11'[ 2.1t
5.77

2.1'
5.77

9.'
93G50

• 11Ie .,.., rate ",''" ." to .'...1 gndt lh•• al deftn" in
P.S.C - 1.1,._•••. Sect,. 11.

This Attac.....t to be fl1ld fo110111", all , .... that art a part of tMs sectton.

14Mt/3



Attachlelt to Tariff
P.S.C. No. 900 - Til_one

Stet1. 7
Or1V1n.' Page 2.1

MD '0"'"

(C)
S 4.ll

9.'3
S 4.11

9.'3

Mil...
(Rate••'flCtive July ZI. "9!)

MMttJy 'Me" Ti\IA
$'.' GpM- S'_1 Grid. ~

Mil.... C~ ts

CoIt1 ,,.rtJ...,
Per 2-M1rt ...
Per 4-Mir. u.o,

[
Iltr.,n-.. CIt....• ••• CM....

.. Per Z T....tt.
p", 4-Mt Terlttnati.

3.03
6.01

The ,1..1 !'Ita _Uti oal, to ,."", gnde Hn.. as d.f'ned 1n
P.S.c - T.lI....... Sect,on 16.

Tbh Att.c....t to be 'Utd 1011eM"I III ,.." that are I part of this section.
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